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Abstract 

This papcr-a complement to "Retaining Faculty: A Tale of Two Canq)uses," 
(Matier, 1990) initially presented at tlie 1989 AIR Fonun in Baltimone-examines the 
factors influencing individuals with firm offers to join the faculty at two research 
universities. Particular attention is paid to the relative weight and importance placed on the 
tangible, intangible, and non-w(»rk related benefits in the decision making process. 
Comparisons are drawn to previous faculty recru tment studies and to the complementary 
retention study, as well as between the urban and rural subject universities. Given that 
faculty are an institution's most valuable asset, and that in some fields they are either 
already in shc»:i supply or will be soon, the methods and findings of this research should 
interest those concerned with developing and maintaining a quality faculty. 
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RECRUITING FACULTY: COMPLEMENTARY TALES FROM TWO CAMPUSES 
The trends have been evident for at least a decade. The large cohort of faculty hired 
during the noassive growth of higher education subsequent to World War 11 are marching 
inexorably on toward retirement, whether or not you attenq)t to discount the effects lifting 
mandatory retirement will have at the end of 1993. At the same time, the customary 
training and development pipeline of the next generation of faculty has been running at less 
than q)dmal levels. And just ov ^ the horizon is a new "mini-baby-boom" that portends to 
once again swell the ranks of the "traditi<Mial" undergraduate student population, creating an 
instructional need tliat is in large part normally addressed by faculty. Hence, if you put any 
credence whatsoever in the maxim that an institution of higher education's greatest asset is 
its faculty, then Bowen and Schuster (1986) were not sounding a hollow alarm when they 
claimed that America's faculty are a "national resource imperiled" Bowen and Sosa's 
(1989) m<ne recent explication of the impending shortage of faculty* in the Arts and 
Sciences serves primarily to heighten a more broad awareness of the phenomenon, rather 
than to herald the approach of the unexpected. 

Since Caplow and McGee's landmark study. The Academi c Marketplace, was 
published in 1958, there has been considerable attention paid to the academic labor market 
In earlier works I reviewed a large portion of the "retention" literature and reported the 
results of investigations I conducted on two cohwts of faculty with firm offers to change 
jobs (Matier, 1986, 1988 and 1990). Though my two cohorts displayed some 
dissimilarities with respect to the relative proportions of faculty who chose to leave their 
incumbent institution to pursue firm offers, there was a great deal of coircspondence with 
the findings of others that the tangible benefits of a particular employment situation tended 
not to be as important as the intangible and non-woric related benefits. In this paper I will 
report the complementary findings of what influenced the decisions of individuals being 
recruited for tenure stream faculty positions at the same two institutions I most recentiy 
reported about (Matier, 1990). 
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Much of the "lecruitment" literature, reiterating a claim made by Caplow and 
McGee (1958), has focused on the "prestige system" that appears to explain in large part 
where facutly-particularly new faculty-are hired. Burice (1988) has recently replicated 
Caplow and McGee*s work and found that though there have been significant changes in 
the hiring piocesses-in a sense "opening** them up vootc in a response to affirmadve action 
and equal opportunity-the prestige of the institution or department granting the candidate's 
terminal degree is still quite operative. In the intervening years others, particularly those 
studying the career paths of academic scientists, have continuously found prestige, or what 
Merton (1968) called the Matthew effect, to be a significant influence cm the faculty hiring 
process (Zuckerman, 1976; Long, 1978; Reskin, 1979; Long, Allison and McGinnis, 
1979; Youn and Zelterman, 1988 and McGinnis and Long, 1988). This phenomenon, and 
the fact that such a relatively few institutions produce the vast majority of the supply of 
potential academics, has lead one team of researchers to posit an inverse **Peter Principle:" 
that academic scientists sink to their level competence (Cole and Cole, 1973). 

Whereas much of the retention literature has an institutional-level focus and follows 
a deductive path to reach conclusions about what are the major influences in a hiring 
decision, this research is more inductive and individually focused. Though not ignoring 
the role of prestige, this research focuses instead on a broader spectrum of potentially 
influencing factors in an individual's decision making process. 

More pointedly, this is a study of individuals recruited ^o join the faculty at one of 
two, public. Research I universities for the 1988-89 acadenuc year and is an example of 
what can be learned about why academics make the choices they do. As with its 
complementary reccntion tale (Matier, 1990), it serves as an example primarily because its 
methodological, thecHietical, and analytical underpinnings suggest how this same 
information can be collected, analyzed, and applied in other settings. It is also an example 
of the wide range of factors exerting influence on the decision makers and how the 
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sometimes small particulars of competing institutions' offers affects the decision making 
process. 

The two institutions are designated in this paper only as Wyandot and Manada 
Universities. Wyandot University is an urban university located in the midst of one of the 
nation's fifteen largest standard metropolitan statistical areas. Manada University is nesded 
in a community of less than 150,000 people, two to three hours removed £rom any major 
metropolitan area. 

Methodology 

Lazarsfeld and Rosenberg's (1958) "empirical analysis of action" oi 'accounting 
scheme" methodology was enq)loyed to collect the data for this investigation, smce the 
subjects of this research were queried 2q)pioximately six months after their decisions were 
made and could be expected to engage in some "social inform tion processing" (Salancik 
and Pfe^er, 1978) to rationalize their particular decisions. By indirectly asking about a 
wide variety of possible considerations than they may have volunteered, it was hoped a 
more comprehensive picture of the factors affecting their decisions might be obtained. As 
well, the subjectj were induced to consider the influence of certain factors they may have 
othenvise forgotten or suppressed. 

A population of 201 individuals who were offered the oppoaumty to join the 
faculty at either Wyandot oi Manada for the 1988-89 academic year were identified As 
with the retention study (Matier, 1990) each individual was sent a questionnaire 
accompanied by a cover letter explaining the scope of the project, that it would take 
approximately 15 minutes to complete the questionnaire, and that each respondent would be 
asked to participate in a 20 minute follow up interview. A second mailing followed about 
eight weeks later for those who had not yet responded. 

Questionnai.es returned as undeliverable or noting that the recipient was not 
formally offered a tenure track position at either subject institution were discarded. This 
left a total working population of 182. An overall response rate of slightiy more than 70% 
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was obtained, with roughly equivalent respon^^e rates for each campus (67% at Wyandot, 
73% at Manada). 

Follow-up interviews were conducted in person or by telephone with 60% of the 
respondents to gather further information concerning their case of nx>vement and perceived 
desirability of nx>ving. 

Findings 

The relative proportions of assistant professes^, associate professors, and 
professors were similar anx)ng the working subject pool and the questionnaire 
respondents, demonstrating representativeness. More than 90% of the offers made by 
Wyandot and nearly 80% of those at Manada were extended at the assistant professw level. 
Buiice (1988) found a similar three-fourths of all new hires at her six subject institutions to 
be at the assistant professor level. This pattern would appear to indicate that both Manada 
and Wyandot were consciously looking to fill positions at the junior rank. This differs 
maikedly with the distribution of individuals who were being recruited away from these 
two institutions during the same year, where 38% were assistant professors, 37% were 
professors, and 25% associate professOTS (Matier, 1990). Overall, slightly less than 60% 
of all individuals who were extended offers accepted them, with Wyandot having a slightiy 
better acceptance ratio (62%) than Manada (56%). 

Another demographic criteria for which data were available for a sizable proportion 
of the total woricing subject pool, gender, also indicated representativeness among those 
who returned questionnaires. Offers to males outnumbered those to females by an 
approximate throe to one ratio at each institution. Wyandot v/as extremely successful in 
attracting the females to which they made offers (14 out of 15, 93%) while for nudes they 
attracted only slightiy better than 50%. At Manada, there was littie difference in acceptance 
rates brsed on ^nder, with 56% of the females and 59% of the males accepting offers 
tendered. Overall, 46% of tiie new hires at Wyandot were female, while 27% of those who 
accepted offers at Manada were women. This corresponds to Burke's (1988) finding of 
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26% of new hires being women, a major improvement over the 4% reported by Caplow 
and McGee (1958) and the 12% reported by Steckldn and Lathrc^ (1960) nearly three 
decades earlier. 

Race/ethnic classification also was representative through die woridng subject pool, 
questionnaire respondent and interview stages of the research. Over 90% of the offers 
made by Manada were to whites, while Wyandot made nearly 17% of their total working 
population offers to minorities. Though the total number of min^ties offered positions 
was small, neither institution was able to attract taoce than half of the minorities offered 
positions to accept (three of six at Wyandot , two of five at Manada). This meant that 10% 
of the new hires at Wyandot were minorities, while at Manada the figure was 6%. 
Comparatively, Burke (1988) found 7% of new hires were minorities, while thirty years 
earlier Caplow and McGee (1958) found only 1%. 

The average age of the individuals interviewed at Wyandot was just under 34 years, 
and nearly 36 years at Manada. This is consonant with the fact that so many of the offers 
were tendered at the rank of assistant professor. In fact the offers were extended to 
individuals seeking their first professional position in nearly 50% of the cases at Wyandot 
and 37% at Manada. Stecklein and Lathrop (1960) had earlier found only 20% of the new 
hires in their study to be accepting their first professional post. 

Ofrers/InHiicements 

The vast majority of the respondents to the questionnaire who had a competing 
offer (95% at Wyandot and 85% at Manada) indicated it was frcmi another institution of 
higher education. At Wyandot, 37 individuals had an alternative offer fiom another college 
or university (88%), 3 had offers from government employers, one had an offer from die 
private sector, and one an offer from an institution of secondary education. At Manada, 68 
individuals had an alternative offer from another college (x university (90%), 5 had offers 
fix)m the private sector, and 2 had offers from government employers. 



ERLC 



9 



RECRUITING FACULTY 
8 

Respondents reputing the nine-numth equivalent salary tendered with their 
alternative offer fcMr the Wyandot cohcn indicated th J on average the Wyandot offer was 
greater than the alternative regardless of which they chose to accept The same was true at 
Manada. Nevenheless, IS of 32 individuals (46%) with an offer from Wyandot and 20 of 
70 (28%) at Manada accepted the offer tendered with the lower salary. Too much should 
not be inferred from this since the offers were not adjusted for cost of living. AddidonaLy, 
this takes into account only nine month equivalent salaries and not total compensation. 

Beyond salary enhancements, offers from both subject insdtudons and their 
compedtc»*s typically included provisions to defray moving expenses, both one-dme and 
recurring research and equipment support, and in some instances the alternative opportunity 
also offered nx)rtgage supplements. O)mparison of moving expenses is problemadc given 
that some individuals were being recruited whose altemadve opportunity was to remain 
with their incumbent employer. As well, even for those cmsidering a move it is highly 
unlikely that either Wyandot or Manada would be equidistant from where the move would 
originate as the best alternative. 

Nevertheless, when dollar amounts to defer nK)ving expenses were detailed by the 
respondents, the average per offer for the alternative opportunity was more than the average 
offered at either subject instimtion. At Wyandot, compensation for moving expenses 
averaged just under $2,000 per offer while the alternative q)portunities averageu $2,500 
p^r offer. At Manada, the differeuce is far wore dramatic with the cost to Manada being 
again slighdy less than $2,000 per offer, while the alternative offers averaged nearly 
$3,500. This appears to be an area where, with the appropriate changes, additional 
leverage could be exerted by both Manada and Wyandot in the negotiation stage of 
bargaining with prospective faculty. It is interesting to note that 30 years earlier, Stecklein 
and Lathrop (1960) reported that faculty being recruited by the University of Minnesota 
were most often expected to cover their own moving expenses. 
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Research and equipment suppcxt offered to faculty from both Wyandot and Manada 
and the alternative institutions ran the gamut firom significant start-up funds to establish a 
laboratory, to pledges to remodel space, to yearly travel and research stipends, to 
guaranteed summer salary support (typically for one to three yean), to lines for new 
assistants and postdoctoral fellows, to lower teaching loads, to personal computers and 
wOTkstations. In most cases the subject institutions and the competing offers were fairly 
close to one another in their offers, though in a few cases the differences that existed may 
have in fact been a deciding factor in the final decision. 

Mortgage assistance was reported as part of the alternative offer package by six 
individuals at Manada and three at Wyandot When a description of the assistance was 
provided, the offering institution either offered to subsidize lower than market interest rates 
on home moitsages or to provide a lump sum toward either the closing costs or the down 
payment on the purchs of a home. As a matter of policy, neither Wyandot or Manada at 
the time of this investigation would provide mortgage assistance of any type to faculty. 

Perceived Desirability of Moving 

As with the retention cohort (Matier, 1990), numerical data relevant to an 
individual's perceived ucsirability of moving were collected in the questionnaire where 
individuals were asked to designate the degree of enticement each of 33 factors had both to 
accept the subject institution's offer as well as to pursue their self described best alternative 
offer. Two types of analysis were performed. First, comparisons between the enticement 
to remain and the enticement to leave for each factor were considered. Second, by 
aggregating the data for each factor, across the participants, it was possible to determine the 
relative importance of each factcx* in the cohort's decision making process. 
Comparison of Enticements 

Table 1 provides a comparison of the enticement to join the subject institutions and 
the enticement to pursue the best alternative opportunity for each the factors. There was 
considerable correspondence among the most highly ranked enticements either when 
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comparing the subject institution's offer and the alternative, or when making comparisons 
between the rankings for Manada and Wyandot As was the case with the retention cohort 
(Matier, 1990), the intangible benefits were found in abundance among the highest ranked 
endcen>ents to either join the faculty at Wyandot or Manada, or to pursue an alternative 
opportunity. 

For those who received 2n offer from Wyandot, eight of the top ten ranked facxocs 
to accept the offti were intangible benefits. Only "teaching/research load" (a tangible 
benefit) and "cultural, recreational, and social opportunities" ( a non-wofk related benefit) 
also ranked among the top ten. Anx)ng the top ten enticements to accept the alternative 
offer, seven were intangible benefits. The other three were the tangible benefits 
"teachingAesearch load," "cash sala^r" and "income potential." The seven intangible 
benefits common to both rankings for those receiving offers at Wyandot were: 

Research opportunities Riq)port with departmental leaders 

Congeniality of associates Career advancement opportunities 

Reputation of associates Reputation of department 

Reputation of institution 

At Manada, eight of the top ten enticements to join the faculty were intangible 
benefits. The other two top enticements were the tangible benefits of "library facilities" and 
''teaching/research load." Of the top ten enticements to pursue the rival opportunity, seven 
were intangible benefits. Two of the remaining three (ranked second and third 
respectively) were the non-woric related benefits of "cultural, recreational, and social 
opportunities" and "geographic considerations," the third was the tangible benefit "cash 
salary." The seven intangible benefits listed above were also commcm to both the top ten 
ranked enticements to join the Manada faculty and the enticements to pursue the alternative 
opportunity. 

Given this degree of similarity, it appears clear that to make a difference in 
individual's choices the areas where there is a discrepancy between the degree of 
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endceinent need> to be a focus of the tecruitment and negotiation processes. At Wyandc t, 
this is u swoixi that cuts both ways, because one of the factors that makes moving there an 
endcement-the cultural, reoeadonal, and social opportunides available in this ntuyor 
metropolitan area-also makes it a terribly expensive place to live (this may help to explain 
why though salary offers were generally higher in doUan at Wyandot, lower salary offers 
at the rival opportunities were ranked higher as an enticement to pursue the alternative 
opportunity). The converse is true at Manada: a far more affordable place to live, but 
generally geographically isolated and culturally perceived as socially less robust Manada's 
"problem** may on the surface seem somewhat more easy to addiei;s through enhanced 
marketing of cultural, recreational, and social opportunities than Wyandot's economic 
**problem.** However, given the relatively unchangeable natux of geogn^hy and the 
seemingly equally unchangeable legislative fiscal policies faced by Wyandot and Manada, 
both ait equally **problems** that are likely **here to stay.** 

When comparing the recruitment and retention cohorts' ranking of particular 
factors, the rankings of **benefit package** stood out as somewhat anomalous. As Table 2 
iridicates, fm the recruitment cohort there was only a marginal difference in the ranking of 
this factor's enticement to accept the subject institution*s offer and the alternative at each 
institution, with both being of a midole rank. However, for the retention cohort (Matier, 
1990), **benefit package** ranked among the top ten enticements to pursue the alternative 
offer and quite near the bottom anx)ng enticements to remain at the suuject institutions. 
This was somev^ mi surprising as there was not much differ nee in tiie range of institutions 
making competing offers to the recmitment and retention cohorts. 

There are a variety of plausible explanations for this difference. First, ^ince the 
retention cohort is made up of so many individuals at the early stages c ! their carter this 
may not be an issue they considered too closely. A second explanation may be that it is not 
unt7i individuals join the faculty at one of the subject institutions that Aey learn the extent of 
their ber 9fit deficimcy when compared to typicai peer benefit packages. Both conjechires 
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find some company with S^^klein and Lathrop's (1960) notation that over half the new 
hires in their study knew nothing of, or were lot concerned with, the institution's benefit 
program at the time of their hiring. Regardless, at least at Wyandot and Manada, "benefits" 
do not appear to be as much of a stumbling block to hiring new faculty as they are to 
retaining faculty once they arrive. 
Relflrivft Importance of Factors 

Using the values assigned by the participants for each factor, it was possible to 
detemune which factors were the most in^xntant in detennining perceived desirability of 
moving in the same fashion as with the data from the retention cohort (Matier, 1990, 
pp. 53*55). Table 3 summarizes the results of this analysis. 

Of the ten most imp<mnt factos at each of the subject institutions, nine were 
common to both. Of these, eight were intangible benefits: 

Reputation of institution Teaching assignments/opportunities 

Reputation of department Career advancement opportunities 

Reputation of associates Congeniality of associates 

Research opportunities Rapport with departmental leaders 

The remaining common factor was the tangible beneSt "teaching/research load," 
ranked number three at Wyandot and numba eight at Manada. The "unconmx)n" factor 
ranked in the top ten at Wyandot was the tangible benefit "research funding" (ranked 
number nine). At Manada, it was the tangible benefit "library facilities" (ranked niimber 
seven). No ncm-work related benefit ranked among the top ten factors of relative 
importance at either campus. 

Discussion 

The intangible benefits of employment were the most imponant factOTS in the 
decision making process, but they also tended to be neariy as equally attractive (at the 
aggregate level) for both the subject institutions and rhe competing alternatives. Stecklein 
and Lathrop (1960) similariy found that reputation, prestige and research opportunities 
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(what would here be called intangible benefits) were highly important in the decisions Oi 
those they investigated. Burke (1988) found a corresponding significance for 
"intangibles," with the addition of geogn^hic location as zji important factor, similar to 
what Matier (1986, 1988) found among the cohort of faculty he studied at the University of 
Oregon. 

Two considerations that have not been discussed in any detail to this point need 
some attention: prestige and spousal employment Using the Jones et al. (1982) ratings of 
graduate programs as a proxy for departmental quality, an attempt was made to determine 
the influence of prestige on the decisions of individuals in this investigation. However, 
because of the small number of cases where departmental ratings were available for the 
subject institution, alternative offer institution and doctoral granting institution (iess than ten 
from either subject institution cohort) it was not possible to make any substantive 
conjectures. However, the high relative importance rankings of the "reputation of 
institution," "reputation of department" and "reputation of associates" factors wouki 
suggest the matter of prestige was given serious consideration by the individuals recruiicd 
by both Manada and Wyandot 

Secondly, today's conventional wisdom and Burke's (1988) study suggest that 
employment opportunities for spouses^armers is a major influence on the decision making 
process for dual-career, arid particularly dual-academic-career, couples. In the course of 
this research, however, spoasal career opportunities did not appear to be as critical an 
issue, reaching no higher than the twentieth position on any of the rankings of factors (sec 
Tables 1 and 3). During the interviews this predicament often found its way into the 
discussion and the expected "problem" situations were recounted. However, all had at 
least been tempor^jily resolved by the time this investigation conunenced and that may 
berin to explain the tempering of their influenc ^ as recounted in the questionnaire data* 
R igardless, Wyandot by virtue of its location in a major metropolitan area with a host of 
other higher education institutions and major governmental, business and industry 
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employeis near at hand had a distinct advantage with respect to readily available spousal 
employment opportuniaes than did M anada. Nevertheless* it was surprising that this did 
not explicidy influence matt decisions at each institution. 

Overall, the vast majority of the participants in the study reported receiving offen 
from the subject institutions and confuting offers that would have provided a generally 
equivalent salary (unadjusted for cost of living). They also reported a somewhat more 
favorable set of other tangible benefits at the all dve institution. They typically reported 
that the fecilities and support structure in which they would be woridng at either institutiai 
would be close to the same. Mcnre than half of all individuals to whom an offer was 
extendH, »t both subject institutions, chose to accept it. 

On the whole, for Wyandot and Manada, it appears that final decisions were 
swayed on relatively mnor differences at the margins, and these differences were most 
often of the tangible and noo-wok related benefit type, notwithstanding their relative lack 
of importance when compared to the intangible benefits. Thus, he institutions' ability to 
nmke offers mm attractive along these ^ncs-though seriously ccmstrained by accidents 
of geography and the unfortunate realities of legislative funding lethargy toward both 
institutions-would appear to be the l^y to becoming more successful in the recruiting 
process, if slightly less than a 60% succejss ratt in recniitiny new faculty is not acceptable. 
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Table 1 

Enticement of perceived desirability of moving facu^ 



Wyandot Manada 

Type*^ Enticement Enticement Enticement Enticement 

of to Accept toAccqH to Accept to Accept 

Wyandot Offer Alternative Offer Manada Offer Alternative Offer 

Benefit Rank N Mean Rank N Mean Rank N Mean Rank N Mean 



1. Reputation of Institution 


I 


10 


44 


3.0 


4 


42 


3.3 


1 


87 


4.1 


8 


73 


3.3 


2. RqHitation of Dq>artment 


I 


7 


44 


3.4 


8 


42 


3.1 


3 


87 


3.8 


6 


73 


3.4 


3. Reputation of Associates 


I 


3 


44 


3.6 


3 


42 


3.3 


4 


86 


3.7 


7 


73 


3.4 


4. Congeniality of Associates 


I 


2 


43 


3.7 


1 


42 


3.6 


6 


86 


3.5 


1 


72 


3.7 


S. Rapport with Dqpt Leaders 


I 


4 


43 


3.6 


10 


42 


3.0 


9 


87 


3.3 


5 


73 


3.4 


6. Career Advancement Opps. 


I 


6 


44 


3.4 


7 


42 


3.2 


8 


87 


3.3 


9 


73 


2.9 


7. Teaching Assign/Opps. 


I 


8 


43 


3.3 


13 


42 


2.9 


10 


87 


3.1 


12 


73 


2.7 


8. Research Opportunities 




1 


44 


3.8 


2 


42 


3.5 


2 


85 


3.9 


4 


72 


3.4 


9. Loyalty to Institution 




31 


43 


0.7 


29 


42 


1.2 


32 


86 


1.0 


32 


73 


1.4 


10. Loyalty to Dept/Ptognun 




30 


43 


0.8 


30 


42 


1.1 


29 


86 


1.1 


26 


72 


1.7 


11. Influence in Department 




27 


43 


1.4 


25 


42 


1.6 


25 


85 


1.5 


22 


73 


2.0 


12. Influence in Institution 




29 


43 


1.2 


2-8 


42 


1.5 


31 


85 


1.1 


31 


72 


l.S 


13. Promotion/Added Responsib 


T 


19 


43 


2.1 


20 


40 


2.2 


22 


87 


1.9 


30 


72 


1.5 


14. Cash Salary 


T 


11 


43 


3.0 


6 


42 


3.2 


12 


87 


2.9 


10 


71 


2.8 


IS. Benefit Padcage 


T 


16 


43 


2.4 


11 


42 


3.0 


17 


86 


2.2 


13 


72 


2.7 


16. Income Potential 


T 


14 


42 


2.5 


9 


41 


3.0 


18 


86 


2.2 


18 


73 


2.5 


17. Teaching/Research Load 


T 


5 


44 


3.5 


5 


42 


3.3 


7 


87 


3.4 


14 


73 


2.7 


18. Research Funding 


T 


12 


44 


2.9 


12 


42 


2.9 


11 


86 


3.0 


15 


73 


2.7 


19. Library Facilities 


T 


22 


44 


2.0 


18 


42 


2.4 


5 


86 


3.7 


16 


73 


2.6 


20. Lah/Reaearch Facilities 


T 


17 


44 


2.4 


19 


42 


2.4 


15 


85 


2.5 


24 


71 


2.0 


21. OfTice Facilities 


T 


15 


43 


2.4 


14 


42 


2.7 


20 


86 


2.0 


17 


73 


2.5 


22. Secretarial Siq)port 


T 


23 


44 


1.9 


23 


42 


2.1 


23 


86 


1.8 


25 


73 


1.9 


23. Sabbatical, Leave, Travel 


T 


20 


42 


2.1 


21 


41 


2.1 


14 


85 


2.5 


19 


73 


2.3 


24. Reduced Tuition for Family 


T 


33 


43 


0.3 


33 


40 


0.7 


33 


82 


0.7 


33 


69 


0.9 


2S. Consulting Onxvtunities 


N 


24 


43 


1.9 


24 


42 


1.8 


28 


84 


1.3 


29 


73 


1.5 


26. Spouse Career Opportun. 


N 


21 


44 


2.1 


26 


42 


1.6 


21 


85 


2.0 


20 


73 


2.1 


27. School Situation of Children 


N 


32 


43 


0.6 


32 


41 


0.8 


24 


85 


1.6 


27 


73 


1.6 


28. Geogrq}hic Considerations 


N 


13 


43 


2.7 


15 


42 


2.7 


19 


85 


2.1 


3 


73 


3.5 


29. Qimate of Region 


N 


25 


44 


1.7 


22 


41 


2.1 


26 


85 


1.5 


11 


73 


2.8 


30. CulL, Rec., Social Opps. 


N 


9 


43 


3.3 


16 


42 


2.6 


16 


86 


2.4 


2 


73 


3.5 


31. Housing Costs 


N 


18 


44 


2.2 


17 


42 


2.5 


13 


86 


2.8 


23 


73 


2.0 


32. Family Living Locally 


N 


28 


43 


1.4 


31 


42 


1.1 


27 


86 


1.5 


28 


73 


1.6 


33. Local Netwoik of Friends 


N 


26 


43 


1.5 


27 


42 


1.5 


30 


85 


1.1 


21 


73 


2.1 



*I X Intangible Benefits of the Job 
T a Tangible Benefits of the Job 
N a Non-wofk Related Benefits 
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Table 2 

CcMOtiparison of enticement rankings of "beneHt package" 



Recruitment Retention 
Cohort Coh(»t 
Ranking Ranking 
Accept Accq)t Remain Pursue 

Subject Institution Alternate at Alternate 

Offer Offer Subjea Institution Offer 



Wyandot 16 11 27 4 

Manada 17 13 24 7 
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Tables 

Relative importance of perceived desirability of moving fact(»-s 



Type* Wyandot Manada 

of N=44 N=88 

No. Factor Benefit Rank Mean Rank Mean 



1 RcDutation of Institution 




8 


3.7 


1 


4.3 


2 Reoutation of Denaitment 




7 


3.8 


3 


4.2 


3. Reputation of Associates 


J 


4 


4.0 


4 


4.1 


4. Congeniality of Associates 


J 


1 


4.3 


5 


4.0 


S. R2y)port witfi Dept. Leaders 


J 


5 


4.0 


6 


3.9 


6. Career Advancement O^ps. 


I 


6 


3.9 


9 


3.6 


7. Teaching Assignments/C^ps. 


I 


10 


3.6 


10 


3.6 


8. Research OppOTtunides 


I 


2 


4.3 


2 


4.2 


9. Loyalty to Institution 


I 


31 


1.3 


32 


1.4 


10. Loyalty to DeptTPtogram 


I 


30 


1.3 


29 


1.7 


1 1 . Influence in ENspartment 


I 


27 


1.9 


25 


2.1 


12. Influence in Institution 


I 


28 


1.7 


31 


1.4 


13. Promotion/Added Responsib. 


T 


20 


2.6 


23 


2.2 


14. Cash Salary 


T 


11 


3.6 


14 


3.3 


IS. Benefit Package 


T 


14 


3.2 


16 


2.9 


16. Income Potential 


T 


15 


3.2 


18 


2.7 


17. Teaching/Research Load 


T 


3 


4.1 


8 


3.7 


18. Research Funding 


T 


9 


3.7 


12 


3.5 


19. Library Facilities 


T 


19 


2.6 


7 


3.8 


20. Lab/Research Facilities 


T 


17 


3.0 


20 


2.6 


21. Office Facilities 


T 


18 


3.0 


21 


2.6 


22. SecTetarial Support 


T 


21 


2.5 


24 


2.1 


23. Sabbatical, Leave, Travel 


T 


23 


2.4 


17 


2.8 


24. Reduced Tuition for Family 


T 


33 


0.6 


33 


1.0 


25. Consulting Opportunities 


N 


25 


2.1 


30 


1.7 


26. Spouse Career Opportunities 


N 


22 


2.4 


22 


2.5 


27. School Situation of Children 


N 


32 


0.8 


Zi 


1.9 


28. Geographic Considerations 


N 


13 


3.3 


11 


3.6 


29. Climate of Region 


N 


24 


2.3 


19 


2.7 


30. Cult., Recreat., Social Opps. 


N 


12 


3.5 


13 


3.5 


31. Housing Costs 


N 


16 


3.1 


15 


3.0 


32. Family Uving Locally 


N 


29 


1.7 


27 


2.1 


33. Local Network of Friends 


N 


26 


2.1 


26 


2.1 



*I 3 Intangible Benefits of the Job 
T - Tangible Benefits of the Job 
N = Non-woik Related Benefits 
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